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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY 
FOR APPROVAL OF NET METERING COST 
SHIFT SOLUTION 

ORIGINAL 
OPEN MEETING AGENDA ITEM 0 0 0 0 1 4 9 4 7 7  

Docket No. E-01 345A-13-0248 

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COhmwmmuvavii 

BOB STUMP 
CHAIRMAN 

GARY PIERCE 

BRENDA BURNS 
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COMMISSIONER KETED 
COMMISSIONER 

BOB BURNS 
COMMISSIONER 

SUSAN BllTER SMITH 
COMMISSIONER 

RUCO’S RESPONSE TO TASC’S MOTION TO TERMINATE LFCR AND TASC’S AND 
APS’ RESPONSE TO COMMISSIONER BURNS 

The Residential Utility Consumer Officer (“RUCO”) hereby files this narrow 

pesponse to address a couple points raised in several of TASC’s pleadings. 

RUCO feels compelled to address these points prior to the Open Meeting in order to 

Aarify its position. First, RUCO’s proposal does not create any fair value issues and does 

lot present a question of single issue ratemaking. In Arizona, the Courts have repeatedly 

’ound that the Commission is required to make a fair value finding of a utility’s property and 

Ase such finding as a rate base for purpose of calculating fair and reasonable rates. See 

Scates, 118 Ariz. 531, 534, 578 P.2d 612, 616 (1978), Simms v. Round Valley Light & 

Co., 80 Ariz. 145, 151, 294 P.2d 378, 382 (1956). In other words, when 

ascertaining the utility’s rate base, the Commission is required to find fair value. Id. 

RUCO’s proposal is revenue neutral and will not affect the Company’s ratebase as 

letermined in the last rate case. Moreover, the parties in the last rate case contemplated 

iotential modifications to the LFCR and wanted to make sure the Commission had 

’lexibility which explains Sections 9.1 land 9.13 of the Settlement Agreement. The 
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:ommission is well within its authority to change/modify the LFCR under the terms of the 

settlement Agreement as well as within its own statutory and Constitutional powers. There 

s no single issue ratemaking or fair value issue at play with RUCO’s proposal. 

The Commission can do what TASC ultimately requests for reasons other than legal 

:oncerns. For instance, if the Commission believes that the amount of the cost shift is too 

arge for any meaningful interim solution to mitigate, then the Commission could consider 

aking DG out of the LFCR. The Commission’s action would be consistent with the 

’lexibility that it has under paragraph 9.13 of the Settlement. The Commission would then 

)e able, under paragraph 9.11 of the Settlement to lift the moratorium for APS’ next rate 

:ase and order APS to file a rate case in 2014. 

RUCO would also like to reiterate its concern that whatever solution the 

2ommission considers, the Commission provides some rate certainty to the solar industry 

2nd customers. RUCO’s proposal suggests “locking-in” the fixed charge for a 20 year 

ieriod. While some may disagree with RUCO’s proposed numbers, it should be self- 

wident that providing some regulatory certainty is crucial to any business model that 

nvolves a long-term investment. RUCO understands that this Commission cannot bind 

’uture Commissions on rates, but this Commission could express its intent in its Decision 

3y incorporating the following language in the Decision: 

“The Commission acknowledges that solar customers need 

certainty. The Commission, however, cannot bind future 

Commissions with regard to rates. It is the policy of this 

Commission to promote solar and to provide certainty to the 

solar industry and its customers to the extent possible. It is the 

intent of the Commission that each new solar customer’s 

charge shall be locked in for 20 years, and linked to the system 

not the homeowner.” 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 1 2TH day of November 201 3. 

- W  Chief Counsel 

AN ORIGINAL AND THIRTEEN COPIES 
of the foregoing filed this 1 2'h day of November, 201 3. 

Docket Control 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

COPIES of the foregoing hand delivered/ 
mailed this 1 2'h day of November, 201 3 to: 

Bob Stump, Chairman 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Gary Pierce, Commissioner 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Brenda Burns, Commissioner 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Bob Burns, Commissioner 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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Susan Bitter Smith, Commissioner 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Lyn Farmer, Chief Administrative 
Law Judge 

Hearing Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Janice Alward, Chief Counsel 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Steve Olea, Director 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Thomas Loquvam 
Pinnacle West Capital Corporation 
400 N. 5'h St., MS 8695 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Lewis Levenson 
1308 E. Cedar Lane 
Payson, Arizona 85541 

Anne Smart, Executive Director 
Alliance for Solar Choice 
45 Freemont Street, 32"d Floor 
San Francisco, California 941 05 

Garry D. Hays 
Law Offices of Garry D. Hays, P.C. 
1702 E. Highland Ave., Suite 204 
Phoenix, Arizona 8501 6 

Greg Patterson 
916 W. Adams, Suite 3 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Patty lhle 
304 E. Cedar Mill Road 
Star Valley, Arizona 85541 

Michael W. Patten 
Jason Gellman 
Roshka DeWulf & Patten, PLC 
One Arizona Center 
400 E. Van Buren, Suite 800 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Bradley S. Carroll 
Kimberly A. Ruht 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
88 E. Broadway Blvd, MS HQE910 
P.O. Box 71 1 
Tucson, Arizona 85702 

John Wallace 
Grand Canyon State Electric Cooperative 
Association, Inc. 
2210 S. Priest Drive 
Tempe, Arizona 85282 
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Court S. Rich 
Rose Law Group PC 
6613 N. Scottsdale Rd, Suite 200 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250 

Todd G. Glass 
Keene M. O'Connor 
Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati, PC 
701 Fifth Ave., Suite 500 
Seattle, Washington 981 04 

Hugh L. Hallman 
Hallman & Affiliates, PC 
201 1 N. Campo Alegre Rd, Suite 100 
Tempe, Arizona 85281 

Mark Holohan 
Arizona Solar Energy Industries 
Association 
2221 West Lone Cactus Drive, Suite 2 
Phoenix, Arizona 85027 

W.R. Hansen 
Sun City West Property Owners and 
Residents Association 
1381 5 W. Camino del Sol 
Sun City West, Arizona 85375 

David Berry 
P.O. Box 1064 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85252-1 064 

Erica Schroeder 
Tim Lindl 
Kevin Fox 
Keyes, Fox & Wiedman LLP 
436 14'h Street, Suite 1305 
Oakland, California 94612 

Timothy Hogan 
202 E. McDowell Rd, Suite 153 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
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Giancarlo Estrada 
Estrada-Legal, PC 
One E. Camelback Rd, Suite 550 
Phoenix, Arizona 8501 2 
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